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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 4 and 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 4, applicant recited " — apparatus is adapted to test more than type of 
component — ". In claim 6, applicant recited " — there are two or cable testing test 
station — ". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Swerling 
et al (US 4192451) in view of Schulman et al (US5609616). Hereinafter Schulman and 
Swerling. 

Regarding claim 1, Swerling discloses a testing apparatus for testing circuit at 
component level and diagnose problem with electronic equipment [col.1, lines 63- 68 
and col.2, lines 1-9]; Testing circuit applying test to the component and measuring the 
response [col.2, lines 5-12]; Memory means for storing response from an operational 
component [col.2, lines 12-14]; Comparing the test result response with the reference 
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response stored [col.2, lines 12-14]; Outputting tlie result of the comparison [col.2, lines 
12-21]. Swerling fails to disclose that the apparatus has at least a testing station and 
also failed to disclose testing of medical device. With regards to having a testing station, 
such would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the testing 
system in a testing station. Regarding testing medical device, Schulman discloses 
testing of cochlear Implant [see title]. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art by the time the invention was made to use the apparatus of 
Swerling to test medical device because the device of Schulman is an electronic circuit. 
Regarding claim 2, Swerling fails to disclose that a medical device Is a cochlear 
Implant system and that at least one component that is to undergo testing 
comprises a cable and/or a transmitter coil adapted to be connected to an 
external speech processor component of the system. However, Schulman 
discloses a medical device which is a cochlear Implant system [see flg.1]. 
Schulman discloses a wearable system (10) containing a wearable processor 
(16), an antenna 20 (taken to be the transmitter coil) and inherently has a cable 
that connect the antenna to the processor [see fig. 1]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill In the art by the time the invention was made to have a 
medical device that Is a cochlear implant and that at least one component that is 
to undergo testing comprises a cable and/or a transmitter coil adapted to be 
connected to an external speech processor in the device of Swerling because the 
cable and/or transmitter coil connected to the external speech processor 
constitute an electronic circuit for testing. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/51 8,81 3 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3766 

Regarding claim 3, Swerling fails to disclose that the apparatus comprises a 
case having a first surface having at least one testing station thereon. However, 
Schulman discloses a housing 300 (taken to be the casing) having a first surface 
having at least one testing station thereon [see fig.6]. Thus, It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art by the time the invention was made to 
have a test station with a casing in the device of Swerling in order to properly 
place the test component for testing. 

Regarding claim 4, Swerling apparatus is adapted to test at component level 
[see abstract]. 

Regarding claim 5 and 6, neither Swerling nor Schulman discloses two testing 
stations. It is well within the purview of choose to have two testing station to 
provide electrical connection to the cable. Thus, It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill In the art by the time the Invention was made to have two 
testing station to provide electrical connection to the cable in the device of 
Swerling in order to independently test different cables. 
Regarding claim 7, Swerling fails to disclose a cable testing station comprises a 
socket having a shape that Is adapted to receive a plug of a particular cable 
design and no other and the socket allowing electrical connection to the cable 
under test. However, Schulman discloses testing station 300 with two ports 
(taken to be the socket) for allowing electrical connection to the cable under test 
[see fig.6]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art by the 
time the invention was made to have a socket in the device of Swerting having a 
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shape that is adapted to receive a plug of a particular cable design in order that 
the socket allows electrical connection to the cable and the testing station. 
Regarding claim 8, Swerling fails to disclose an apparatus that has a single coil 
testing station. Schulman discloses a testing station [see fig.6]. Thus, It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art by the time the invention was 
made to have a single testing station to provide electrical connection to the cable 
in the device of Swerling in order to independently test one particular cable. 
Regarding claim 9-12, Swerling fails to disclose the limitation of this claim. 
However, Schulman discloses a dial for setting measurement for the coll [see 
flg.6] but failed to that provides an indication of where the tested coll should be 
placed to ensure an appropriate test of the tested coil is undertaken and a 
pictorial representation of a transmitter coil. Such would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a specific location on the testing station 
with a pictorial representation of a transmitter coil to test the transmitter coll In 
order that a lay person or the patient can be able to operate the device without 
the help from a physician. 

Regarding claim 13, neither Swerling nor Schulman discloses that a magnet Is 
positioned at or below the planar surface of the case; the magnet Is adapted to 
provide magnetic alignment with a magnet within a coil under test and so 
maintain the coil in the correct place for testing. However, such would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a magnet underneath the 
case of the testing station so that the magnet of the coil would attract with the 
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one underneath the case and would help to properly position the transmitter coil 
for measurement. 

Regarding claim 14, Swerling failed to disclose tested coil has a cable extending 
there from that is also testable by the testing apparatus. Such would have been 
an obvious design choose to have a cable extending there from that is also 
testable by the testing apparatus in order to provide electrical connection. 
Regarding claim 15, Swerling discloses that the diagnoses system exercises the 
device under test to generate signatures which are obtained at various 
predetermine test point and electronically compared with a stored signature 
[abstract]. 

Regarding claims 16 and 17, Swerling discloses a microprocessor unit 10 (taken to the 
control means) [seefig.1; col.3, lines 3-8]. 

Regarding claim 18, Swerling discloses a memory means 14[see fig.1, col.3, lines 5- 
10]. 

Regarding claim 19, Swerling discloses a digital testing system [col.1 , lines 63-64], thus 
the microprocessor inherently has an ADC to digitize the measurements. 
Regarding claim 20, the device of Swerling obviously measurements from the testing 
circuits is in the form of current and voltage levels and the data indicative of the 
response of the equivalent operational component is in the form of voltage and current 
ranges associated with non-faulty apparatus. 
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Regarding claims 21 and 22, such would have been obvious to one of ordinary sl^ills to 
have a light that illuminate to represent component passes the test and don't illuminate 
to represent component that is faulty. 

Regarding claims 23, neither Swerling nor Schulman discloses a light emitting diode 
(LED). However, It is well known in the art to use LED In testing apparatus (e.g. US 
4742295). Thus, it would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill In the art by the time 
the invention was made to use LED in the device of Swerling to indicate pass or failure 
of test 

Regarding claim 24, this limitation would have been obvious as set forth in paragraph 
number two, claim 1 rejection. 

CONCLUSION 

Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ROLAND DINGA whose telephone number Is 571 270 
3644. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30am 
to 5:00pm EST.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carl H. Layno can be reached on 571 272 4949. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

RD Patent Examiner /Carl H. Layno/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
02/26/2006 Unit 3766 



